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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 



The real party in interest in tJxe present Application is International Business Machines 
Corporation^ the Assignee of the present application as evidenced by the Assignment set forth at 
reel 012397, frame 0328. 



RELATED APPEALS ANB INTERFERENCES 

There are no Appeals or Interferences known to Appellant, the Appellant's legal 
representative, or assignee, v/hich would be directly affected or have a bearing on the Board's 
decision in the present Appeal. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-41 were cancelled in Amendment A sent June 20, 2005. Claims 42-59 stand 
finally rejected by the Examiner as noted in the Find Action dated September 6, 2005. 
Appellant is appealing Examiner's rejection of Claims 42-59. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Subsequent to the final rejections that led to this appeal. Appellant has proposed (in 
Amendment B, sent October 31, 2005 with the notice of appeal) amendments to claims 42-43, 
44, 48-49, 50, and 54-56 to place the claims in better form for appeal. The proposed 
amendments to do not raise any new issues requiring further search or consideration. 

SUMMARY OF THE CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Appellant's Claim 42 recites a method including selecting at least two documents for 
comparison, wherein the at least two documents contain source code written in at least one 
programming language (Specification, page 7, lines 4-6, Figure 11). The at least one 
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prograiiainiiig language is identified as being utilized in the in the at least two documents 
(Specification, page 9, lines 22-25, Figure 3). La response to identifying the at least one 
programming language, a respective parser is associated to each of the at least two documents, 
wherein each reqjective parser is tailored to parse documents that utilize a specific programming 
language (Specification, page 9, Uties 11-20, Figure 3), All associated parsers are detennined 
whether to be of the same type (Specification, page 12, lines 37-40, Figure 5). In response to 
detemnning that all associated parsers are of the same type, either a default compare starategy or a 
custom compare strategy is selected when comparing the at least two documents (Specification, 
page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 5). In response to detemiining that not all associated parsers are of 
the same type, the default compare strategy is ^plied (Specification, page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 
5). 

Appellant^s Claim 48 recites a computer-readable medium storing a computer-program 
product, which includes instmctions for: selecting at least two documents for comparison, 
wherein the at least two documents contain soiu:ce code written in at least one programming 
language (Specification, page 7, lines 4-6, Figure 1 1). The at least one programming language is 
identified as being utilized in the in the at least two documents (Specification, page 9, lines 22- 
25, Figure 3). In response to identifying the at least one programming language, a respective 
parser is associated to each of the at least two documents, wherein each respective parser is 
tailored to parse documents that utilize a specific programming language (Specification, page 9, 
lines 11-20, Figure 3). All associated parsers are detemnned whether to be of the same type 
(Specification, page 12, lines 37-40, Figure 5). In response to determining that all associated 
parsers are of the same type, either a default compare strategy or a custom compare strategy is 
selected when compaxing the at least two documents (Specification, page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 
5). In response to determining that not all associated parsers are of the same type, the default 
compare strategy is applied (Specification, page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 5). 

Appellant's Claim 54 recites a data processing system including a system memory storing 
a computer program product including instmctions for: selecting at least two documents for 
comparison, wherein the at least two documents contain source code written in at least one 
programnmig language (Specification, page 7, lines 4-6, Figure 11). The at least one 
programicdng language is identified as being utilized in the in the at least two documents 
(Specification, page 9, lines 22-25, Figure 3). Tji response to identifying the at least one 
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prograiiuTiiag language, a respective parser is associated to each of the at least two documents, 
wherein each respective parser is tailored to parse documents that utilize a specific programming 
language (Specification, page 9, lines U-20, Figure 3). All associated parsers are detenxjined 
whether to be of the same type (Specification, page 12, Unes 37-40, Figure 5). hi response to 
deteimining that all associated parsers are of the same type, either a default compare strategy or a 
custom compare strategy is selected when comparing the at least two documents (Specification, 
page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 5). In response to detenniniag that not all associated parsers are of 
the same type, the default compare strategy is applied (Specification, page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 
5). 
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GROTJM) OF REJECTION TO BB REV IE^D ON APPEAL 



The Examiner's rejection of Appellant's Claims 42-59 xinder 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by LPEX Editor User*s Guide (IBM, 1998 - hereinafter referred to as *XPEX" is to 
be reviewed on AppeaL 

ARGUMENTS 

In the Examiner's Final Action, Claims 42-59 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by LPEX. The Examiner's rejection should be reversed because LPEX does 
not teach or suggest each claimed feature. 

Regarding exemplary Claim 42, LPEX does not teach or suggest "deteraiining whether 
all associated parsers are of a same type". According to page 4 of the Final Action, Examiaer 
claims that LPEX Chapter 4 "Using Parsers", page 23 discloses the claimed element LPEX 
does disclose openiog a file aud automatically running a load macro utilized to invoke a parser 
whose file name is composed of the extension of the file being loaded and an extension of .1x1. 
However, Applicant believes that LPEX does not teach or suggest "determiiring whether all 
associated parsers are of the same type", as indicated iu Claim 42. 

Claim 42 clearly indicates that the team "all associated parsers" refer to parsers associated 
to the **at least two documents'* selected for comparisorL "All associated parsers" then are 
compared to each other to determine if they are of the same type (See Specification> page 12, 
lines 37-40, Figure 5). For example, if a first document includes C source code, a C parser is 
associated to the first document. If a second document includes Pascal source code, a Pascal 
parser is associated to the second document. Then, the C parser and the Pascal parser are 
compared to deteinnne if they are of the same type, wliich they clearly are not. LPEX only 
discloses invoking select parsers depending on the type of docxunent opened. Therefore, 
Applicant believes that LPEX does not teach or suggest "deteraiining whether all associated 
parsers are of the same type". 
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In the alternative, according to page 4 of the Fmal Action, Examiner claims that UPEX 
Chapter 5 "Customizing Editor Appearance and Function", page 25 teaches or suggests "in 
respon^se to determining that all associated parsers are of the same type, selecting either a default 
compare strategy or a custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two documents'' 
(Claim 42). However, LPEX page 25 merely discloses "creat[ing] macros and load profiles to 
handle more elahorate customizations'\ Having an option to create macros and load profiles 
does not teach or suggest '"in response to detexmining that all associated parsers are of the same 
type, selecting either a default compare strategy or a custom compare strategy when comparing 
the at least two documents". LPEX does not disclose "detemiining that all associated parsers are 
of the same type" as indicated above or that in response to that determination, '^selecting a 
default compare strategy or a custom compare strategy when coxnpaiing the at least two 
documents" (See Claim 42 and Specification, page 13, lines 1-10, Figure 5). 

Accordingly, in light of the preceding arguments. Appellant believes that independent 
Claims 42, 48, 54 and all dependent claims are not anticipated by UPEX and are thus not 
rendered unpatentable. 
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CONCLUSION 

Appellant has pointed out with specificity the manifest eiror in the Examiner's rejection, 
and the claim language which renders the invention patentable over the reference. Appellant, 
therefore, respectfully requests that this case be remanded to the Examiner with instructions to 
issue a Notice of Allowance for all pending claims. 



Respectfully submitted:, 




Reg, No. 44,545 
DILLON & YUDELL LLP 
8911 R Capital of Texas Highway 
Suite 2110 

Austin, Texas 78759 
512-343-6116 

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANTS 
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CLAIMS A?PEN3>t?g 

(cancelled) 

42. A method comprising: 

selecting at least two documents for comparison, wherein the at least two documents 
contain source code written in at least one programming language; 

identifying the at least one programming language as being utilized in the at least two 
documents; 

in response to the identifymg, associatiog a respective parser to each of the at least two 
documents, wherein each respective parser is tailored to parse documents that utilize a specific 
programming language; 

determining whether all associated parsers are of a same type; 

in response to determining that all associated parsers are of the same type^ selecting either 
a default compare strategy or a custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents; and 

in response to detemrining that not aU associated parsers are of the same type, applying 
the default compare strategy. 

43. The method according to Claim 42, further comprising: 

in response to selecting the custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents^ selecting at least one compare option to be utiMzed in the custom compare strategy. 

44. The method according to Claim 42, further comprising: 

in response to selecting the custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents^, displaying a compare dialog for selectijig at least one compare option to be utilized 
in the custom compare strategy. 

45 . The method according to Claim 42, wherein the respective parser reads and analyzes 
documents according to j&le type, maintains document information throughout document editing, 
provides token colorization, provides a content-outline of the document, provides code-assist 
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fimctions, provides automatic jformatting of user input, provides navigation between classes and 
tokens, and provides language-sensitive help on contents of the document. 

46. The method according to Claim 42, wherein the comparison is pecfomied while ignoring 
comments. 

47. The method according to Claim 42, \^ereia the comparison anticipates expected 
differences between the at least two documents including a change of a class or a variable name. 

48. A computer-readable medium storing a computer-program product, comprising 
instructions for: 

selecting at least two documents for comparison, wherein the at least two documents contain 
source code written in at least one programming language; 

identifying the at least one prograrxmung language as being utilized in the at least two 
documents; 

in response to the identifying, associating a respective parser to each of the at least two 
documentSj wherein each respective parser is tailored to parse documents tihat utilize a specific 
programxoing language; 

detennining whether all associated parsers are of a same type; 

in response to determining that all associated parsers are of the same type, selecting either 
a default compare strategy or a custom compare strategy when con]4)aring the at least two 
documents; and 

in response to determining that not all associated parsers are of the same type^ 
applying the default compare strategy. 

49. The computer-readable medium accordi3Dig to Claim 48, storing a computer-prograna 
product, fiuther comprising instructions for: 

in response to selecting the custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents, selecting at least one compare option to be utilized in the custom compare strategy. 
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50. The computer-readable medixim according to Claim 48, storing a computer-program 
product, further comprising instructions for 

in response to selecting the custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents, displaying a compare dialog for selecting at least one compare option to be utilized 
in the custom compare strategy. 

51 . The computer-readable medium according to Claim 48, wherein the computer program 
product further includes instractions for: 

reading and analy2dng documents according to file type; 

maintaining document information throughout document editing; 

providing token colorizatioti; 

providing a content-outline of the document; 

providing code-assist functions; 

providing automatic formatting of user iiiput; 

providing navigation between classes and tokens; and 

providing language-sensitive help on contents of the document. 

52. The compute-readable medium according to Claim 48, storing a computer program 
product, wherein the instructions fi>r the comparison is performed while ignoring comments. 

53. The computer-readable medium according to Claim 48, storing a computer program 
product, wherein the instructions for the comparison anticipates expected differences between 
the at least two documents including a change of a class or a variable name* 

54. A data processing system comprising: 
at least one processor, 

a system memory coupled to said processor, said system memory storing a computer 
program product including instmcdons for: 

selecting at least two documents for comparison, wherein the at least two 
documents contain source code written in at least one programming language; 
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identifying the at least one prograimiung language as being utilized ixi the at least two 
documents; 

in response to the identifying, associating a respective parser to each of the at least two 
documents, wherein each respective parser is taibred to parse documents that utilize a specific 
programming language; 

determining whether all associated parsers are of a same type; 

in response to deternuoing that all associated parsers are of the same type, selecting either 
a default compare strategy or a custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents; and 

in response to determining that not all associated parsers are of the same type, 
applying the default compare strategy. 

55 . The data processing system according to Claim 51, whereia the computer program 
product further comprises instructions for: 

in response to selecting the custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documetits, selecting at least one compare option to be utilized in the custom compare strategy. 

56. The data processing system according to Claim 5 1, wherein the computer program 
product further comprises instructions for: 

in response to selecting the custom compare strategy when comparing the at least two 
documents, displaying a compare dialog for selecting at least one compare option to be utilized 
in the custom compare strategy. 

57. The data processing system according to Claim 5 1 , wherein the computer program 
product further comprises instructions for: 

reading and analyzing documents according to file type; 

maintaining document information throughout document editing; 

providing token colorization; 

providing a content-outline of the dociunent; 

providing code-assist functions; 

providing automatic formatting of user input; 
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providing txavigation between classes and tokens; and 
providing language-sensitive help on contents of the document 

5 8. The data processing system according to Claim 5 1 , storing a computer program product, 
wherein the instructions for the comparison is performed while ignoring comments. 

59, The data processing system according to Claicii 51, wherein the comparison anticipates 
expected differences between the at least two documents including a change of a class or a 
variable name. 
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